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DETAILED ACTION 

Preliminary Amendment 

1 . This Office Action acknowledges the preliminary amendment filed on September 
10,2003. 

• Claims 5, 9, 10 and 28 have been amended. 

• Claims 1-32 are currently pending. 

Specification 

2. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: Paragraph 
0005 of the disclosure discloses "pattern 12" and "sheet 12". Applicant failed to 
particularly point out whether number 12 is a "pattern" or a "sheet". In addition, 
Paragraph 0055 of the disclosure, recites, "...but are each but are located .." (emphasis 
added), which does not provide clear meaning. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Drawings 

3. The drawings are objected to because Fig. 1 A does not contain "dots 14" (see 
Paragraph 0005 of the disclosure) and Fig. 1B is not labeled as "Prior Art". Corrected 
drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .121(d) are required in reply to the Office 
action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement drawing 
sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the 
sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure number of an 
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amended drawing should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure is to be 
canceled, the appropriate figure must be removed from the replacement sheet, and 
where necessary, the remaining figures must be renumbered and appropriate changes 
made to the brief description of the several views of the drawings for consistency. 
Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the renumbering of the 
remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an application 
must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the 
applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office 
action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claim 28 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. Regarding Claim 28, recites, " a computer program or a primer 
driver comprising program code means for performing the method steps of claim 21 
when the program is run on a computer and/or other processing means associated with 
suitable apparatus" (emphasis added). Applicant failed to particularly point out what he 
is claiming for his invention. A person of ordinary skill in the art understands that a 
printer driver can be coded with a computer program specifically for configuring and 
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directing print jobs to a printer. However, the term of a computer program per se, may 
not necessary be a printer driver. In addition, applicant invokes 1 12 6 th in Claim 28. 
However, applicant's disclosure does not provide any detail structural information for the 
means-plus function. Without defining the structure for means-plus functions, one skilled 
in the art would not be able to understand what structure will perform for the recited 
function. Therefore any means that perform the equivalent functionality will be 
reasonable utilized by one of ordinary skill in the art. See MPEP Section 2181. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

6. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition. of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

7. Claim 32 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. Claim 32 is drawn to "a location pattern", 
arranged for use with a system, "a location pattern", or "a pattern", is a printed matter, 
though seemingly a "manufacture," is rejected as not being within the statutory classes. 
See MPEP 706.03(a). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

8. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 
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(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed 
publication in this or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

9. Claim 30 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) as being anticipated by Wiebe et al 
(Wiebe) (US 2002/01 59089). 

Regarding claim 30. 

Wiebe discloses a printer system (Figs. 1 , 4, & 5) adapted to print a location 
pattern comprising a plurality of dots each offset from a nominal position in one of a 
plurality of directions (dots above, below, to the left and to the right of the corresponding 
raster position, Fig. 3), the system being arranged to modify the degree of offset of each 
dot from its nominal position by modifying the shape of each dot (Fig. 5, Paras 0053 & 
0057, "calculates mathematically the appearance of the pattern based on the boundary 
information", a person of ordinary skill in the art understands that modifying the degree 
of offset of each dot from its nominal position can be done by calculating the 
appearance of the pattern based on the boundary information). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

10. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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11. Claims 1, 2, 4, 6 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Wiebe et al (Wiebe) (US 2002/0159089) in view of Wang (US 
5,469,267). 

Regarding claim 1 . 

Wiebe discloses a printer system (Fig. 1) comprising a printer adapted to print a 
location pattern comprising a plurality of dots (Figs. 1 , 2 and 3), each having a 
substantially predetermined size (Wiebe discloses Fig. 6 to illustrate a problem that "a 
printer unit cannot generate a dot of any size". A person of ordinary skill in the art 
understands the problem and to predetermine dot size which are adapted to the printer. 
Para 0060) and nominal position in the pattern (Figs 2 & 3, Para 0050), the printer 
having a resolution constraining the position at which the dots may be printed (Wiebe 
discloses a Boundary Module 504 of Fig. 5 to information regarding resolution and 
density and coupled with a Algorithm Module 508 of Fig. 5 for printer to have 
constraining the position at which the dots can be printed. Para. 0053). 

Wiebe differs from Claim 1. Wiebe does not expressly teach modifying at least 
some of the dots prior to printing such that the optical centre of gravity of the modified 
dots more closely coincides with their nominal positions. 

Wang teaches modifying (correcting) at least some of the dots prior to printing 
such that the optical centre of gravity of the modified dots more closely coincides with 
their nominal positions (e.g. intersection of grid lines) (Fig. 3, col 5, lines 20 through col 
6, line 25 and col 9, lines 19-47). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to have modified Wiebe to include modifying at least some of the 
dots prior to printing such that the optical centre of gravity of the modified dots more 
closely coincides with their nominal positions taught by Wang to position and orientating 
dot patterns with respect to intersection of two orthogonal grid lines (col 4, lines 15-27). 

Regarding claim 2. 

Wiebe discloses arranged to modify some of the dots prior to printing by 
changing shape of those dots from a nominal shape (Paras 0016-0017 & Paras 0020- 
0026. "For a printout where a position-coding pattern's scale is adjusted in relation to an 
ideal pattern, the printer unit is preferably arranged also to adjust the scale of the 
printed-out information", a person of ordinary skill in the art understands that in order to 
print out an ideal pattern, dots must be adjusted from a nominal shape). 

Regarding claim 4. 

Wiebe discloses the modification substantially does not alter the size of the dots 
(Para 0062 and 0063). 
Regarding claim 6. 

Wiebe discloses wherein the nominal position of each dot of the pattern lies 
offset in one of a plurality of directions, such as above, below, to the left and to the right, 
from the intersection point of a virtual grid (Para 0050). 

Regarding claim 14. 

Wiebe discloses wherein the printer is a digital printer (Fig. 1 , Para. 0047). 
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12. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wiebe et 
al (Wiebe) (US 2002/0159089) in view of Wang (US 5,469,267) as applied to claim 1, 
and further in view of Teremy et al (Teremy) (US 5,634,156). 

Regarding claim 3. 

Wiebe does not expressly teach that arranged to modify some of the dots prior to 
printing by introducing an asymmetry into the shape of those dots. 

Teremy teaches that arranged to modify some of the dots prior to printing by 
introducing an asymmetry into the shape of those dots (col 6, lines 38 through col 7, line 
12). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to have modified Wiebe to include that arranged to modify some of 
the dots prior to printing by introducing an asymmetry into the shape of those dots 
taught by Teremy to determine the orientation of the pattern (col 6, lines 3-19). 

13. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wiebe et 
al (Wiebe) (US 2002/0159089) in view of Wang (US 5,469,267) and further in view of 
Teremy et al (Teremy) (US 5,634,156) as applied to claim 3 above, and further in view 
of Iwata et al (Iwata) (US 4,955,736). 

Regarding claim 5. 

Wiebe differs from claim 5, in that he does not expressly teach wherein the 
modified dot shape is substantially an "L" shape or substantially a "T" shape. 
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Iwata teaches wherein the modified dot shape is substantially an "L" shape or 
substantially a T" shape (Figs. 5A-F & 6A-F, col 6, lines 9-46). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to have modified Wiebe to include that the modified dot shape is 
substantially an "L" shape or substantially a "T" shape taught by Iwata to prevent the 
thin or broken printed portion from occurring in printing (col 3, lines 16-20). 

14. Claims 7, 8, 9 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Wiebe et al (Wiebe) (US 2002/0159089) in view of Wang (US 5,469,267) as 
applied to claim 6 above, and further in view of Amato (US 5,175,694). 
Regarding claim 7. 

Wiebe does not expressly teach wherein the modification of the dots has the 
effect of moving the optical centre of gravity of those dots in a first direction, towards or 
away from their nominal positions. 

Amato teaches wherein the modification of the dots has the effect of moving the 
optical centre of gravity of those dots in a first direction (X-direction), towards or away 
from their nominal positions (Fig. 3, col 2, lines 46 through col 3, line 5). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to have modified Wiebe to include the modification of the dots has 
the effect of moving the optical centre of gravity of those dots in a first direction, towards 
or away from their nominal positions taught by Amato for target tracking purpose (col 1 , 
lines 52-53). 
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Regarding claim 8. 

Wiebe does not expressly teach wherein the mpdification of the dots has the 
additional effect of moving the optical centre of gravity of those dots in a second 
direction, perpendicular to the first direction. 

Amato teaches wherein the modification of the dots has the additional effect of 
moving the optical centre of gravity of those dots in a second direction (Y-Direction), 
perpendicular to the first direction (Fig. 3, col 2, lines 46 through col 3, line 5). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to have modified Wiebe to include the modification of the dots has 
the additional effect of moving the optical centre of gravity of those dots in a second 
direction, perpendicular to the first direction taught by Amato for target tracking purpose 
(col 1, lines 52-53). 

Regarding claim 9. 

Wiebe discloses wherein dots offset from intersection points of a virtual grid in a 
first direction have a different shape and/or size compared to dots offset from 
intersection points of a virtual grid in a second direction (Para. 0061). 

Regarding claim 10. 

Wiebe discloses wherein dots offset from intersection points of a virtual grid in a 
first direction have a different shape and/or size compared to dots offset from 
intersection points of a virtual grid in a second direction (Para 0048). 
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15. Claims 11,12 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Wiebe et al (Wiebe) (US 2002/0159089) in view of Wang (US 5,469,267) and 
further in view of Amato (US 5,175,694) as applied to claim 10 above, and further in 
view of Yosefi (US 6,509,903). 
Regarding claim 11. 

Wiebe does not expressly teach wherein dots offset in the first direction are 
• rotations of dots offset in the second direction. 

Yosefi teaches wherein dots offset in the first direction are rotations of dots offset 
in the second direction (col 3, lines 66 through col 4, line 50). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to have modified Wiebe to include wherein dots offset in the first 
direction are rotations of dots offset in the second direction taught by Yosefi to prevent 
jagged edges in printing (col 4, lines 10-15). 

Regarding claim 12. 

Wiebe does not expressly teach wherein dots offset in the first direction are 
reflections of dots offset in the second direction. 

Wang teaches wherein dots offset in the first direction are reflections of dots 
offset in the second direction (Fig. 7, col 5, lines41-52). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to have modified Wiebe to include dots offset in the first direction 
are reflections of dots offset in the second direction taught by Wang to simplify 
independent parameter calculations (col 6, lines 5-16). 
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Regarding claim 13. 

Wiebe does not expressly teach wherein dots offset in the first direction are 
combined rotations and reflections of dots offset in the second direction. 

Yosefi teaches wherein dots offset in the first direction are rotations of dots offset 
in the second direction (col 3, lines 66 through col 4, line 50); and 

Wang teaches wherein dots offset in the first direction are reflections of dots 
offset in the second direction (Fig. 7, col 5, lines41-52). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to have modified Wiebe to first include wherein dots offset in the 
first direction are rotations of dots offset in the second direction taught by Yosefi to 
prevent jagged edges in printing (col 4, lines 10-15, Yosefi), and then to have modified 
Wiebe to include wherein dots offset in the first direction are reflections of dots offset in 
the second direction taught by Wang to simplify independent parameter calculations (col 
6, lines 5-16, Wang). 

16. Claims 15, 16 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Wiebe et al (Wiebe) (US 2002/0159089) in view of Wang (US 5,469,267) as 
applied to claim 14 above, and further in view of Rhoads et al (Rhoads) (US 7,054,463). 
Regarding claim 15. 

Wiebe does not expressly teach wherein the printer also functions as a 
photocopier. 



Application/Control Number: Page 13 

10/660,323 

Art Unit: 2625 

Rhoads teaches wherein the printer also functions as a photocopier (col 4, lines 

8-21). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to have modified Wiebe to include the printer also functions as a 
photocopier taught by Rhoads to provide detecting and examining feature in the 
banking industry (col 4, lines 8-21). 

Regarding claim 16. 

Wiebe does not expressly teach wherein the printer is an inkjet printer, a LED 
printer, a LCD printers, or a liquid electrophotographic printers. 

Rhoads teaches wherein the printer is an inkjet printer, a LED printer, a LCD 
printers, or a liquid electrophotographic printers (col 2, line 3). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to have modified Wiebe to include wherein the printer is an inkjet 
printer, a LED printer, a LCD printers, or a liquid electrophotographic printers taught by 
Rhoads because of the low printer cost (col 2, lines 1 -2). 

Regarding claim 17. 

Wiebe does not expressly teach wherein the printer has a resolution 
approximately between 600 and 1200 dpi. 

Rhoads teaches wherein the printer has a resolution approximately between 600 
and 1200 dpi (col 2, lines 1-4). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to have modified Wiebe to include wherein the printer has a 
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resolution approximately between 600 and 1200 dpi taught by Rhoads because of the 
low printer cost (col 2, lines 1-2). 

17. Claims 18 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Wiebe et al (Wiebe) (US 2002/0159089) in view of Wang (US 5,469,267) as 
applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Murl (US 6,379,779). 
Regarding claim 18. 

Wiebe does not expressly teach wherein the dots are printed in IR absorbing ink. 

Murl teaches wherein the dots are printed in IR absorbing ink (col 1 , lines 40-53). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to have modified Wiebe to include wherein the dots are printed in 
IR absorbing ink taught by Murl to provide security for document reproduction (col 1 , 
lines 40-53). 

Regarding claim 19. 

Wiebe does not expressly teach that adapted to print the location pattern without 
human-discernible content. 

Murl teaches that adapted to print the location pattern without human-discernible 
content (col 1 , lines 40-53). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to-one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to have modified Wiebe to include that adapted to print the location 
pattern without human-discernible content taught by Murl to provide security for 
document reproduction (col 1 , lines 40-53). 
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18. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wiebe et 
al (Wiebe) (US 2002/0159089) in view of Wang (US 5,469,267) as applied to claim 1 
above, and further in view of Soules et al (Soules) (US 5,522,623). 

Regarding claim 20. 

Wiebe does not expressly teach that adapted to print the location pattern and 
human-discernible content on the same carrier. 

Soules teaches that adapted to print the location pattern and human-discernible 
content on the same carrier (Fig. 1 , col 7, lines 13-23 & col 7, lines 49-60, col 8, lines 49 
through col 9, line 20). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to have modified Wiebe to include that adapted to print the location 
pattern and human-discernible content on the same carrier taught by Soules to provide 
convenience and secure playing card or ID card for use (col 5, lines 66 through col 7, 
line 3). 

19. Claims 21, 22 and 24-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Fahraeus et al (Fahraeus) (US 2002/0048404) in view of Teremy et 
al (Teremy) (US 5,634,156) as applied to claim 14 above, and further in view of Wang 
(US 5,469,267). 

Regarding claim 21. 
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Fahraeus discloses a method of generating a location pattern comprising a 
plurality of dots (Figs. 1-3), comprising the steps of: determining the nominal position of 
the dots in a pattern area (Fig. 2, Para. 0033). 

Fahraeus differs from claim 21 , in that he does not expressly teach that assigning 
an asymmetrical shape to at least some of the dots in the pattern area, in dependence 
upon the characteristics of given printer, such that when printed, the optical centre of 
gravity of those dots substantially coincides with the corresponding nominal positions. 

Teremy teaches that assigning an asymmetrical shape to at least some of the 
dots in the pattern area, in dependence upon the characteristics of given printer (col 6, 
lines 38 through col 7, line 12); and 

Wang teaches that when printed, the optical centre of gravity of those dots 
substantially coincides with the corresponding nominal positions (Figs. 2 & 3, col 5, lines 
1 through col 6, line 25 and col 9, lines 19-47). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to have modified Fahraeus to include assigning an asymmetrical 
shape to at least some of the dots in the pattern area, in dependence upon the 
characteristics of given printer taught by Teremy to determine the orientation of the 
pattern (col 6, lines 3-19, Teremy), and then to have modified Fahraeus to include when 
printed, the optical centre of gravity of those dots substantially coincides with the 
corresponding nominal positions taught by Wang to position and orientating dot patterns 
with respect to intersection of two orthogonal grid lines (col 4, lines 15-27, Wang). 

Regarding claim 22. 
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Fahraeus discloses the step of requesting pattern information (e.g. reference 
measurement) from a pattern database (e.g. predetermined pattern) (Para 0010). 
Regarding claim 24. 

Fahraeus does not expressly teach the step of generating a print file of the 
pattern area, comprising at least some dots having the assigned asymmetrical shape. 

Wiebe teaches the step of generating a print file of the pattern area (Paras 0009 
and 0030); and 

Teremy teaches at least some dots having the assigned asymmetrical shape (col 
6, lines 38 through col 7, line 12). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to have modified Fahraeus to include the step of generating a print 
file of the pattern area taught by Wiebe because characteristics of printer devices can 
be varied in printing out graphical images (Para 0030, Wang), and then to have 
modified Fahraeus to include at least some dots having the assigned asymmetrical 
shape taught by Teremy to determine the orientation of the pattern (col 6, lines 3-19, 
Teremy). 

Regarding claims 25, 26 and 27. 

Fahraeus does not expressly teach the step of printing the print file on the given 
printer, and the step of explicitly defining the shape of the at least some of the dots in 
the native resolution of the printer, wherein the shape of the at least some of the dots is 
defined using any one of a bit map, a font set, or a high level programming language. 
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Wiebe teaches the step of printing the print file on the given printer (Para 0030), 
and the step of explicitly defining the shape of the at least some of the dots in the native 
resolution of the printer (Para 0016), wherein the shape of the at least some of the dots 
is defined using any one of a bit map, a font set, or a high level programming language 
(Para 0012 & 0030). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to have modified Fahraeus to include the step of printing the print 
file on the given printer and the step of explicitly defining the shape of the at least some 
of the dots in the native resolution of the printer, wherein the shape of the at least some 
of the dots is defined using any one of a bit map, a font set, or a high level programming 
language taught by Wiebe because characteristics of printer devices can be varied in 
printing out graphical images (Para 0030). 

Regarding claim 28. 

Fahraeus does not expressly teach a computer program or a printer driver 
comprising program code means for performing the method steps of claim 21 when the 
program is run on a computer and/or other processing means associated with suitable 
apparatus. 

Wiebe teaches a computer program (e.g. boundary information, Para 0013) or a 
printer driver comprising program code means for performing the method steps of claim 
21 when the program is run on a computer and/or other processing means associated 
with suitable apparatus (Para 0013 and 0030). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to have modified Fahraeus to include when the program is run on a 
computer and/or other processing means associated with suitable apparatus taught by 
Wiebe because characteristics of printer devices can be varied in printing out graphical 
images (Para 0030). 

Regarding claim 29. 

Claim 29 recites identical features as claim 21 , except claim 29 is a system 
claim. Thus, arguments similar to that presented above for claim 21 are also equally 
applicable to claim 29. 

20. Claim 23 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Fahraeus et al (Fahraeus) (US 2002/0048404) in view of Teremy et al (Teremy) (US 
5,634,156) as applied to claim 21 above, and further in view of Wang (US 5,469,267) 
and further in view of Wiebe et al (Wiebe) (US 2002/0159089). 
Regarding claim 23. 

Fahraeus does not expressly teach determining characteristics of the printer; 
and, determining whether or not the assigning step is required. 

Wiebe teaches determining characteristics of the printer; and, determining 
whether or not the assigning step is required (Para 0030). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to have modified Fahraeus to include determining characteristics of 
the printer; and, determining whether or not the assigning step is required taught by 
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Wiebe because characteristics of printer devices can be varied in printing out graphical 
images (Para 0030). 

21. Claims 31 and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Wiebe et al (Wiebe) (US 2002/01 59089)"in view of Wang (US 5,469,267) as 
applied to claim 1, and further in view of Teremy et al (Teremy) (US 5,634,156). 
Regarding claim 31. 

Wiebe discloses a printer system (Figs 1 , 4 & 5) adapted to print a location 
pattern comprising a plurality of dots (Fig. 3), the dots having a first dimension lying 
between predetermined limits (Fig. 3, Para 0050). 

Wiebe differs from claim 31 , in that he does not expressly teach that each dot 
having an optical centre of gravity located at a predetermined nominal positions in the 
pattern, the system being adapted to modify the pattern prior to printing by introducing 
an asymmetry to the dot shape of selected dots, substantially without causing the first 
dimension to exceed its predetermined limits, such that when printed on a pre-selected 
printer the optical centre of gravity of the selected dots more closely coincides with their 
corresponding nominal positions. 

Wang teaches that each dot having an optical centre of gravity located at a 
predetermined nominal positions in the pattern (e.g. intersection of grid lines) (Fig. 3, col 
5, lines 20 through col 6, line 25 and col 9, lines 19-47); and 

Teremy teaches that the system being adapted to modify the pattern prior to 
printing by introducing an asymmetry to the dot shape of selected dots, substantially 
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without causing the first dimension to exceed its predetermined limits, such that when 
printed on a pre-selected printer the optical centre of gravity of the selected dots more 
closely coincides with their corresponding nominal positions (col 6, lines 3 through col 7, 
line 12). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to have modified Wiebe to include each dot having an optical 
centre of gravity located at a predetermined nominal positions in the pattern taught by 
Wang to position and orientating dot patterns with respect to intersection of two 
orthogonal grid lines (col 4, lines 15-27, Wang), and have modified Wiebe to include 
that the system being adapted to modify the pattern prior to printing by introducing an 
asymmetry to the dot shape of selected dots, substantially without causing the first 
dimension to exceed its predetermined limits, such that when printed on a pre-selected 
printer the optical centre of gravity of the selected dots more closely coincides with their 
corresponding nominal positions taught by Teremy to determine the orientation of the 
pattern (col 6, lines 3-19). 

Regarding claim 32. 

Claim 32 recites identical features as claim 31 , except claim 32 is a location 
pattern claim. Thus, arguments similar to that presented above for claim 31 are also 
equally applicable to claim 32. 



1 
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Conclusion 



22. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Steven Kau whose telephone number is 571-270-1 120 
and fax number is 571-270-2120. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 
8:30am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, King Poon can be reached on 571-272-7440. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 
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